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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on March 
9, 2007 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

2. Claims 7, 1 0, 1 1 , 1 3, 1 6, 1 7, 1 9, 20, and 24, are rejected under 35 USC 1 03(a) 
as being unpatentable over Ravinovitch et al (US 4,424,292) in view of Kraft et al (US 
4,056,397) for reasons of record. 

Ravinovitch teaches a vinyl polymer composition suitable for outdoor use in the 
sunlight. The heat buildup in articles made from the composition is lowered without 
changing the UV protection or the color of the articles by employing in the composition 
an infrared reflective pigment (abstract). The vinyl polymer is a vinyl chloride (col 2, 
lines 38+) comprising a plasticizer or a mixture of plasticizers (col 3, lines 54+). 
Suitable plasticizers include phthalates (col 3, lines 54+). The pigment is used in 
amounts such as to lower the heating of the article without changing the UV protection 
or color thereof (col 4, lines 18+). Said teaching is understood to read on the limitations 
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of claims 6, 8, 19, and 20 that "a sufficient amount of the pigment is used such that 
there is essentially no transmittance of light of near infrared wavelength through a 
coating layer of a desired thickness formed from the plastisol composition. The film 
may be utilized alone or applied as a capstock to a substrate (col 3, lines 18+). Said 
structures when used as a vinyl siding are understood to be flexible (see US 4,728,667; 
col 1, lines 6+). 

Ravinovitch does not teach the claimed thickness. However, Kraft teaches the 
thickness of a film comprising a reflective pigment may be optimized in order to optimize 
the reflective spectra of the layer. Specifically, Kraft teaches a light reflective white 
pigment in a binder and teaches the whiteness (herein understood to be synonymous 
with reflectiveness) of the film can be optimized by optimizing its thickness (col 8, lines 
18+). While the teachings of Kraft are drawn to a pigment reflective in the visible region 
and the teachings of Ravinovitch is drawn to a pigment reflective in the IR region, the 
examiner takes the position the teachings of Kraft and Ravinovitch are analogous to one 
another and in the same field of endeavor (reflective pigment containing layers). Thus, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to vary the thickness of the infrared reflective pigment-containing layer taught 
in Ravinovitch. The motivation for doing so would have been to optimize the reflection 
spectra of the layer. 

Ravinovitch also does not teach that the pigment should be included in a 
sufficient amount so that "there is essentially no transmittance of light of near infra-red 
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wavelength through the film." However, Ravinovitch does teach the pigment reflects the 
infrared energy (col 1 , lines 64+), which is desirable to lower the heating of the article. 
The courts have held that it is not inventive to discover the optimum or workable range 
by routine experimentation when the general conditions of the claimed invention are 
disclosed in the prior art (See MPEP 2141.05). Thus, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to add sufficient pigment in order to block the desired amount 
of infrared energy. The motivation for doing so would have been to reduce heating of 
the article. , 

3. Claims 14 and 18 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ravinovitch et al (US 4,424,292) in view of Kraft et al (US 4,056,397), as applied to 
claims above, and further in view of Sullivan et al (US 6,416,868) for reasons of record. 

Ravinovitch is relied upon as above, but does not teach that the capstock should 
be applied to a metal substrate. However, Sullivan teaches an IR reflective coating that 
reduces IR induced heat buildup (abstract). Said coating is useful on wood, glass, 
ceramic, metal and plastic substrates (col 6, lines 47+). Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to apply the 
coating taught in Ravinovitch to metal siding known in the art. The motivation for doing 
so would have been that Sullivan teaches IR induced heat buildup is an issue on metal 
substrates as well as plastic substrates. 

4. Claims 7, 10, 11, 13, 16, 17, 25, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being obvious over Stamper et al (US 4,574,103) for reasons of record. 
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Stamper teaches a plastisol grade vinyl chloride polymer containing 50-80pbw 
plasticizer (col 1 , lines 42+). The composition further includes tin oxide and is cast onto 
a release paper (col 2, lines 21+). A plastisol grade PVC composition containing 
titanium dioxide is then applied to the first plastisol layer and the resulting laminate is 
wound onto a take-up roll (col 2, lines 37+). Said layers should each have a thickness 
of 12-50mils (col 2, line 40). The laminates are understood to be flexible since they 
can be wound. Said laminates are taught to be applicable to roofs and/or walls (col 3, 
lines 1 +). Said pigments are included in amounts of 2-8pbw (col 1 , lines 28+). 

The titanium dioxide is known to be IR reflective and is included in amounts to 
improve weatherability and resistance to sunlight (col 1 , lines 28+). Resistance to 
sunlight is understood to be inclusive of reflecting IR wavelengths. Thus, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
optimize the amount of titanium dioxide utilized in the coating taught in Stamper. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to optimize the laminate's resistance to 
sunlight. By doing so, the examiner takes the position that said amounts of titanium 
dioxide are necessarily adjusted to be included in "sufficient amounts so that there is 
essentially no transmittance of light of near infrared wavelength through the film." 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed March 9, 2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues it would not have been obvious to the skilled artisan to combine 
Ravinovitch and Kraft in the manner suggested by the examiner. Specifically, Applicant 
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argues neither reference teaches the claimed thickness of the claimed film. The 
examiner acknowledges neither reference explicitly teaches the claimed thickness but 
maintains the position that Kraft teaches thickness is a result effective variable. 
Furthermore, the examiner disagrees with applicant's position that Ravinovitch teaches 
the capstock should have a thickness greater than 450mils. The teachings of Kraft are 
not limited to the examples disclosed therein. Furthermore, the skilled artisan would 
have known that the typical capstock is within the claimed thickness range (see 
references cited below). The knowledge of what is common in the art combined with 
Kraft's teaching that thickness is a result effective variable would have rendered the 
claimed thickness obvious. 

Applicant argues the straight forward combination of Kraft and Ravinovitch would 
have led the skilled artisan to increase the thickness of the capstock to the point where 
there is no IR transmittance. The examiner respectfully disagrees and notes that the 
skilled artisan would have optimized the thickness and the pigment concentration of 
such a layer in order to obtain the desired light transmittance. That knowledge, 
combined with the knowledge that the typical capstock is within the claimed range 
would have led the skilled artisan to the claimed invention. 

With regards to the rejection based upon the teachings of Sullivan and Stamper, 
Applicant argues Sullivan does not overcome the deficiencies of Ravinovitch and Kraft. 
The examiner disagrees for the reasons noted above. 

Thus, the rejections are maintained. 

Conclusion 
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The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. US 2002/0177658 (example 1), US 2003/0008959 (0008 and 
0025), and US 2002/0147246 (0004 and 0068) each teaches the claimed capstock 
thickness is standard in the art. US 2003/020041 (0054) and US 2003/0103017 (0007) 
teach that pigment concentration and thickness each can be optimized in order to 
optimize the reflectance of a pigmented layer. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
• examiner should be directed to Kevin R. Kruer whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1510. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Carol Chaney can be reached on 571-272-1284. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Kevin R. Kruer 

Patent Examiner-Art Unit 1773 



